THE EVIDENCE OP MARYS GUILT.

While Mary Stuart's guilt in respect of Darnley's
murder, according to those printed documents, cer-
talnly seems undeniable, yet her antagonists have 15()S'
sought still further to confirm their genuineness,
alleging that her guilt does not appear in them so
manifest, but that some of her most zealous sup-
porters have, even, from the point of view furnished
by them, believed that they could find it to be
capable of dispute; for, her opponents have asked,
would any one really, after forging the whole of the
documents, or falsifying portions of the genuine ones,
have allowed the least doubt to remain on the
subject of her guilt ? Another a,nd more weighty
argument than this criticism, which really strikes
against the unlucky defenders more than against
the thing itself, is, however, the remarkable agree-
ment, which lias been pointed out, between two
letters Mary Stuart, when on a visit to Darnley as
he lay sick in Glasgow, had sent to Both well, and a
seemingly independent testimony, which, was fur-
nished (luring the conference in England by a
retainer of the Earl of Lennox, one Thomas Craw-
ford of Jordanlii.il, who subsequently, in the civil
war in the year 15G9, won a name as captor of
.Dumbarton, and. who, agreeably to his sworn declara-
tion, during Darnloy's alleged sickness, not only
" was secretly informed by the King of sill tilings
which had passed betwixt the said Queene and tho
King," but also, in obedience to the request of the
Earl of Lennox, " did immediately at the same tymo
write the same word by word, as near as he possibly
could ca,rry the samo away." 1 As it may also be
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